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REMARKS 

The final Office Action mailed December 24, 2008 rejected claims 1-16 and 18-89. After 
entry of the present amendment, claims 1-16 and 18-89 remain pending in the application. 
Claim 66 is objected to. The present amendment amends independent claims 1, 31, 50, 72, 84, 
and 87, and dependent claim 66, to clarify the scope of the claimed inventions of claims 1,31, 
50, 66, 72, 84, and 87. Reconsideration of the application in view of the present amendment and 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

The Attorney for the Assignee would like to thank Examiner Mclntyre and Supervisory 
Examiner Fischer for the telephonic examiner interview that was conducted on January 14, 2009. 
No agreement was reached with respect to the claims. In view of the amendments and following 
remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the amended claims of the application are allowable 
over the cited art of record. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 66 has been objected to for allegedly having "exceed" where "exceeds" was most 
likely intended. By the present amendment, claim 66 has been amended accordingly and the 
objection is believed to be traversed. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 
In the final Office Action, claims 1-2, 9-11, 14-16, 18-25, 31-36, 41-52, 56-58, 61-69 and 
72-89 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Barbara, et al., U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2003/0105710 {"Barbara"). By the present amendment, independent claims 1, 
31, 50, 72, 84, and 87 have been amended to clarify the scope of the claimed inventions of 
claims 1, 31, 50, 72, 84, and 87. For example, claim 1 has been amended to clarify that the claim 
can include the elements, "A method of managing and validating a plurality of cash transfers by 
or on behalf of a first entity to an account of a second entity, the method comprising: receiving i 
by at least one processor, information related to the cash transfer, wherein the information is 
provided in a file comprising a respective record for each cash transfer and a total amount of the 
cash transfers in all the records; formattin g, by at least one processor, the information into one of 
a plurality of formats based, at least in part, on a location of the account; receiving the file; 
summin g, by at least one processor, the amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each 



8169274.1 



Serial No. 10/680,892 

Amendment & Response to Final Office Action mailed December 24, 2008 
Page 23 of 27 

record; comparing , by at least one processor, the summed cash amount to the total amount ; and 
rejecting , by at least one processor, the file when the summed amount and the total amount are 
different" (underlining supplied). Claims 31, 50, 72, 84, and 87 have been similarly amended. 
Support for these amendments can be found in Applicants' specification at least at paragraphs 
[0073] - [0077]. 

While Barbara may relate to a method and system for online payments, three different 
types of international payments processing, for "international checks, IACH payments, and wire 
transfers", are explained in paragraphs [0099] to [0112]. This should be noted because the 
Office Action attempts to cite portions from two different payment processing methods against 
the Applicants' claimed invention of claim 1. The initial portion of Barbara cited against certain 
elements of claim 1 appears to relate to ordering and processing an order relating to printing 
"international checks" for payment (see paragraph 0099), while latter portions of Barbara appear 
to relate to "IACH payments" (see paragraphs [0100] and [0106]) and "wire transfers" (see 
paragraph [0101]), while none of the described processes relates to, or otherwise discloses or 
suggests, the Applicants' claimed methods and systems for managing and validating a plurality 
of cash transfers including the elements, "summin g, by at least one processor, the amounts of 
some or all of the cash transfers in each record; comparin g, by at least one processor, the 
summed cash amount to the total amount ; and rejecting , by at least one processor, the file when 
the summed amount and the total amount are different." 

Initially, the Office Action cites to the international checks portion of Barbara, wherein 
paragraph [0099] states that "[w]ith regard to international checks, system users are able to 
purchase multi-currency checks in any of a number of available foreign currencies . ..." The 
paragraph further states that "[c]heck orders are accumulated in a transaction journal log 106 
throughout the day." "Once per day, data in the transaction journal log 106 is batched and 
transmitted to a WorldLink 98 data center in the U.S.", where "WorldLink 98 conducts edits on 
the file, kicks out the rejects, and routes the remaining 'good' orders to a check printing facility". 
See paragraph [0099]. The Office Action cited language from Barbara, "WorldLink 98 conducts 
edits on the file, kicks out rejects, and routes the remaining 'good' orders", does not appear to 
relate to Applicants' claim elements of amended claim 1, "summing the amounts of some or all 
of the cash transfers in each record", "comparing the summed cash amounts to the total amount", 
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and "rejecting the file if the summed cash amount and the total amount are different", but instead 
appears to narrowly relate to processing an order to print international checks for payment. 

The Office Action also cites to the "IACH payments" portion of Barbara, wherein 
paragraph [0100] states that "[w]ith respect to IACH payments, system users, such as sender 76, 
are able to purchase a payment into a foreign bank account in any number of foreign countries 
via the local ACH system, initiated in the U.S. from the system web site 78." The paragraph 
further states that "IACH orders are accumulated in the transaction journal log 106 throughout 
the day [and] [o]nce per day, data in the transaction journal log 106 is batched and transmitted to 
IMPS 100 via a global file handler (GFH)." In paragraph [0106], Barbara explains that IACH 
foreign exchange (FX) rates processed via the financial institution's FX system 110, "when the 
daily transaction journal log 106 is batched, a file that summarizes the total amount of each 
currency is sent to the financial institution's FX system 110." The Office Action cited language 
"batched, a file that summarizes the total amount of each currency is sent to the financial 
institution's FX system 1 10" does not appear to relate to Applicants' claim elements of claim 1, 
"summing the amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each record", "comparing the 
summed cash amounts to the total amount", and "rejecting the file if the summed cash amount 
and the total amount are different", but instead appears to narrowly relate to processing an order 
to process IACH payments with foreign exchange amounts. 

After reading Barbara in its entirety, no other portions of Barbara either alone or in 
combination with the above cited text appears to disclose or suggest the amended claim elements 
of claim 1 . 

For at least the above reasons, amended independent claims 1, 31, 50, 72, 84, and 87 as 
well as independent claims 41, 46, 51, and 77 should be allowable over the cited reference. In 
addition, dependent claims 2, 9-11, 14-16, 18-25, 32-36, 42-45, 47-49, 52, 56-58, 61-69, 73-83, 
85-86, and 88-89 are ultimately dependent from at least one of independent claims 1, 31, 41, 46, 
50, 51, 72, 77, 84, and 87, for which arguments of patentability have been presented above. If 
the underlying independent claims are allowable over the cited reference, the respective 
dependent claims should also be allowable over the cited reference. 
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Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claims 1-8, 12-13, 31-33, 37-40, 50, 51-55, 59-60 and 70-71 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Knight, et al., U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0034682 
("Knighf), in view of Barbara. The Office Action admits that Knight does not disclose the 
elements: "a file with a total amount of the cash transfers in all the records; summing the 
amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each record; comparing the summed cash value to 
the total value; and rejecting the file if the summed value and the total value are different", but 
instead the Office Action relies on Barbara to allegedly disclose these elements. See page 29, 
paragraphs 53-54. Attorney for the Assignee disagrees that Barbara discloses these elements for 
at least the reasons stated above with respect to the traversal of the alleged 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
rejection. 

For at least the above reasons with respect to Barbara, amended independent claims 1, 
31, 50, and 51 should be allowable over the cited references. In addition, dependent claims 2-8, 
12-13, 32-33, 37-40, 52-55, 59-60 and 70-71 are ultimately dependent from at least one of 
independent claims 1, 31, 50, and 51, for which arguments of patentability have been presented 
above. If the underlying independent claims are allowable over the cited reference, the 
respective dependent claims should also be allowable over the cited reference. 

Claims 1 and 26-29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Cole, et 
al, U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0161707 ("Co/e"), in view of Barbara. Likewise, the 
Office Action admits that Cole does not disclose the elements: "a file with a total amount of the 
cash transfers in all the records; summing the amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each 
record; comparing the summed cash value to the total value; and rejecting the file if the summed 
value and the total value are different", but instead the Office Action relies on Barbara to 
allegedly disclose these elements. See page 29, paragraphs 69-70. Attorney for the Assignee 
disagrees that Barbara discloses these elements for at least the reasons stated above with respect 
to the traversal of the alleged 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection. 

For at least the above reasons with respect to Barbara, amended independent claim 1 
should be allowable over the cited references. In addition, dependent claims 26-29 are 
ultimately dependent from at least one of independent claims 1 for which arguments of 
patentability have been presented above. If the underlying independent claims are allowable 
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over the cited references, the respective dependent claims should also be allowable over the cited 
references. 



Serial No. 10/680,892 

Amendment & Response to Final Office Action mailed December 24, 2008 
Page 27 of 27 



CONCLUSION 

It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of 
this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fee 
required therefore (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to be charged 
to Deposit Account No. 19-5029. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Christopher J. Chan/ 
Christopher J. Chan 
Attorney for the Assignee 
Reg. No. 44,070 
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